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Faculty-administrator relationships within post-secondary settings are central to effective governance 
systems.  While the literature focusing on the need to revamp governance systems to meet changing 
demands is plentiful, little is known from a theoretical standpoint relative to these relationships - one 
that ultimately defines whether the processes required in a shared decision-making context are 
effective. This study draws from social exchange theory in exploring the social rewards that flow from 
faculty-administrator interactions. The study investigated what faculty considered to be socially 
rewarding in their interactions with administrators - specifically department chairs and deans. Findings 
revealed the underlying factor structure of the social award variables as well as significant discipline 
differences in the importance faculty afford the various social rewards. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Governance systems are becoming more crucial to 
higher education’s ability to meet societal needs (Tierney, 
1998). For governance systems to be effective they are 
bound to be shared, that is, structured in a way which 
provides for the consideration, if not the accommodation, 
of faculty viewpoints in decisions vital to their work. Yet 
the research is consistent in the difficulties associated 
with faculty participation. McInnis (2006) opines that 
faculty participation is hampered not only by increasing 
faculty instructional workloads, but by a dramatic 
increase in faculty reliance on the professional and 
technical expertise of administrators. McInnis offers that 
participation in governance has the least to do with 
faculty professional identity which indeed only further 
frustrates faculty participation. Our contention is that 
faculty participation is also stifled by a naturally occurring 
divide between academic and administrative cultures, a 
divide which seemingly defines the relationship between 
these two groups. Gallagher (quoted in McInnis, p.127)   
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reflects the importance of this relationship as a vital 
component to governance: “Governance is the structure 
of relationships [emphasis added] that bring out 
organizational coherence, authorize policies, plans and 
decisions, and account for their probity, responsiveness, 
and cost-effectiveness.” The importance of faculty - 
administrator relationships is further illustrated in the work 
of Wheatley(1999) who believes that organizations thrive 
only to the extent that participant relationships are central 
to decision-making processes. She believes in fact that 
organizations are all about relationships. More specific to 
the higher education literature, some believe that we 
have ignored the human dynamic in governance research 
(Kezar and Eckel, 2004; Tierney, 1998), a gap that 
research on the faculty – administrator relationship is 
intended to address. 

The higher education literature consistently reflects the 
notion that the relationship between faculty and 
administrators is key to effective shared governance (Del 
Favero, 2003; Del Favero and Bray, 2006, 2010; Dykes, 
1968; Gayle, Bhoendradatt and White, 2003; Kezar, 2005; 
Kezar and Eckel, 2004; Kezar, Lester, and Anderson, 
2006;  Leslie,  2003;  Miller,  McCormack,  Maddox,  and  
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Seagren, 1996). Governance contexts however, are 
becoming more complex (Clark, 2008) in ways that 
challenge the primary relationship critical to effective 
shared governance - the faculty-administrator relation-
ship. Drawing from Kennedy (1997) we believe that 
improvement in governance processes will be unlikely 
unless those responsible for its primary functions are 
active participants. Yet, interaction between faculty and 
administrators is little understood beyond the commonly 
accepted characterizations of tension and conflict (Del 
Favero and Bray, 2006; Dill, 1991; Greer, 1997; Guffey 
and Rampp, 1998; Kezar and Eckel, 2004; Leslie, 2003) 
as major obstacles to cooperation. To summarize, there 
is a need for a base of literature to better understand 
what promotes sustained cooperative and productive 
interactions between faculty and administrators as a way 
of strengthening higher education governance (Del 
Favero and Bray, 2010). This study draws from social 
exchange theory in exploring the social rewards that flow 
from faculty-administrator interactions as a potential 
mechanism for better understanding the relationships that 
drive governance processes and ultimately contribute to 
their effectiveness. It is based on the premise that to the 
extent faculty and administrators realize rewards from 
their relationship, shared governance processes will be 
more effective. The influence of academic discipline on 
faculty perceptions of rewards is of particular interest 
here given the pervasive differences which have been 
attributed to disciplinary effects in organizational and 
other institutional contexts (Braxton and Hargens, 1996; 
Clark, 1987; Hearn, 2007). The following two questions 
guided our research:  
 
1. What rewards do faculty members perceive in their 
interactions with administrators? 
2. Do faculty perceptions of social rewards vary by 
disciplinary field? 
 
 
The faculty-administrator relationship 
 
It cannot be assumed that faculty will be motivated to 
engage with administrators in governance processes. 
Faculty and administrators hold different perceptions of 
their work environment (Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995; 
Peterson and White, 1992), and therefore cooperation 
between faculty and administrators is hard to achieve 
(Welsh and Metcalf, 2003). Faculty trust the academic 
culture more than they do the administrative hierarchy 
(Volkwein and Malik, 1997), and this becomes a 
significant obstacle to their participation in shared 
governance. Beyond the notion of cooperation however, 
are well embedded cultural differences in the nature of 
administrative and academic work which hinder faculty 
and administrator collaboration. This little studied 
relationship has been described as a fragile one (Del 
Favero   and   Bray,    2006).    Obstacles    hindering   its  

 
 
 
 
effectiveness is related to the disparate roles, reward 
structures, and allegiances of faculty and administrators, 
and the values of autonomy versus authority (Bess, 1988; 
Borland, 2003; Del Favero, 2003; Del Favero and Bray, 
2010; Etzioni, 2000; Pellino, Blackburn, and Boberg, 
1984; Rosovsky, 1990)which guide their organizational 
participation. 
 
 
Social rewards and social exchange theory 
 
Social exchange theory is used as a framework for this 
study based on the premise that where faculty and 
administrators accrue rewards from this relationship, 
cooperation and thus shared governance processes will 
be more effective. Literature has considered the role of 
exchange patterns as defining elements of social 
relationships. Del Favero (2003) uses social exchange 
theory to explain the all important relationship between 
faculty and administrators. This theory is based on the 
premise that patterns of social interaction are in fact 
exchange processes (Emerson, 1976; Homans, 1974) 
where the exchange constitutes benefits which are given 
and received as rewards (Hollander, 1978). A fair 
exchange of some kind of reward (e.g., material, 
symbolic, a form of social consideration) is anticipated 
and when experienced, increases the prospect of 
continued association. Where participants associate 
some reward with engaging with each other -- in a social 
interaction in the short term, or a productive relationship 
in the long term, then their interest in cooperation is more 
likely. Reciprocity, or exchange, as the basic principle 
underlying cooperative relationships (Beder, 1984), then 
becomes a valuable tool for studying the motivating 
aspects of cooperative behavior. Lavalle’s (1994) 
premise is that patterns of expressive behavior have 
value if accepted by others, and that such value becomes 
a medium of exchange. An administrator who chooses to 
communicate the constraints under which competitive 
resource requests are evaluated and awarded has social 
value to faculty. Under these circumstance faculty feel 
that their needs have been well considered. In exchange, 
the administrator receives information regarding faculty 
preferences which may serve not only to streamline 
future deliberations and negotiations, but also establishes 
goodwill as currency in future interactions. A measure of 
the social value of certain behaviors is thus established. 
Such social value may ultimately translate into a desired 
commodity given Settoon, Bennett, and Liden’s (1996) 
consideration of the relationship as an organizational 
level phenomenon. They contend that as organizations 
become less hierarchical, multiple exchange relationships 
become more important.  

Blau’s (1974; 1994) theory of social exchange explains 
how a condition of mutual gratification stimulates 
individuals’ interest in maintaining association with one 
another. Blau asserts that in order  for  individuals  to  



 
 
 
 
function as a group, its members must be motivated to 
participate in exchanges with one another. Specifically, 
members must be concerned with attracting one another. 
In a more practical sense, one who is able to offer 
needed services to another earns respect and status 
from that person, thus constituting a fair exchange 
service for status and respect. This notion of exchange 
we believe sheds light on how productive relationships 
develop and are sustained as those important to shared 
governance. The concepts of reward and reciprocity are 
thus central to the social interactions between faculty and 
administrators.  

A simplified example from the academic context 
illustrates this notion of social exchange. The chair of a 
faculty senate budget committee may engage more 
willingly with administrators when past exchanges have 
demonstrated administrators’ sincere interest in hearing 
and considering faculty voice in institutional budget 
deliberations. Administrators, on the other hand, may 
place greater trust in faculty as vital to the shared 
governance process in exchange for their contributions to 
the deliberation process and their willingness to take 
institutional considerations into account. Social rewards 
accruing to faculty might be in the form of increased 
communication of information by administrators, accrual 
of good will with administrators, and knowledge that their 
expertise is valued and that the value of their time is 
respected. For administrators social rewards might be in 
the form of faculty respect, harmonious dialogues with 
faculty, and faculty appreciation for administrative 
outcomes that may not be in their favor. When benefits 
are thus accrued on both sides improved information-
sharing, communication and ultimately better decision-
making is more likely to result.  

Social exchange theory therefore suggests strongly 
that faculty-administrator interactions are more likely to 
be successful to the extent that each party receives 
valued rewards from being a part of the exchange 
relationship. Yet we need to understand what constitutes 
sufficient social rewards in this context. While influencing 
faculty to allocate some portion of their energy to 
institutional governance is obviously a challenge, 
understanding what they consider to be sufficient social 
rewards for their participation becomes an important 
question. Social exchange theory can also help identify 
exchange rewards that motivate administrators to engage 
in productive ways with faculty, especially given that the 
latter by nature can be difficult partners in the business of 
shared governance.  

In sum, it should be evident that social exchange theory 
offers a potentially valuable framework for exploring the 
faculty-administrator relationship. The exchange process 
and identification of social rewards which contribute to 
ongoing productive collaboration should offer insight into 
the reciprocal nature of the relationship and what social 
rewards constitute fair exchange in social interactions. 
Ultimately this knowledge will  suggest  exchange  factors  

Reneau and Favero          077 
 
 
 
which act to motivate productive interactions and build 
solid working relationships. This study is concerned with 
the social rewards that faculty perceive in their 
interactions with administrators, specifically, their 
department chair and their dean.  
 
 
METHODS 

 

The population of interest is ladder rank faculty at 
research institutions. A purposive sampling approach was 
used in selection of institutions and disciplinary affiliation 
of faculty since identification of an accurate sampling 
frame of qualified faculty was not possible. Ten flagship 
institutions in the Southern Regional Education Board 
(SREB 4-1) were selected as these institutions have by 
definition a strong research focus, and as a group these 
institutions have more similar constraints to faculty work 
than would be characteristic of a national sample given 
the regional similarities in their economic environments. 
The cosmopolitan nature of faculty work in these 
institutions makes their participation in governance 
activities more challenging thus any social rewards 
associated with local participation is reasoned to be more 
readily apparent. SREB, Four-Year 1 institutions award at 
least 100 doctoral degrees annually that are distributed 
among at least ten CIP categories with no more than 50 
percent in any one category. 

The applicability of the discipline differences research 
(e.g. Braxton and Hargens, 1996; Reneau 2011) was 
examined using Biglan’s (1978) taxonomy. Using 
multidimensional scaling of scholars’ judgments relative 
to the similarities of different subject matter areas, Biglan 
developed a framework for classifying academic task 
areas. His resulting taxonomy identified three distinct 
dimensions to academic disciplines: (a) the degree to 
which a paradigm exists (hard versus soft with well-
developed paradigms considered “hard”), (b) the extent 
to which the subject matter is practically applied (pure 
versus applied with the “pure” disciplines more concerned 
with the theoretical advancement of knowledge as 
opposed to its application), and (c) involvement with life 
systems (life versus non-life systems). The life/non-life 
dimension will not be used in our study given its 
unreliability in past research (Braxton and Hargens). 
Ladder rank faculty from eight academic disciplines were 
purposively selected to enable comparisons across the 
pure-applied and hard-soft dimensions - -Chemistry and 
Physics (hard-pure disciplines); Mechanical and Industrial 
Engineering (hard-applied); Education, Social Work (soft-
applied); and, Political Science and Sociology (soft- 
pure).  

An electronic survey of ladder-rank faculty and selected 
administrators was conducted to assess their perceptions 
of various  social  rewards  associated  with  their  mutual  
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interactions. A total of 1738 surveys were distributed 
(1454 to faculty and 284 to administrators) and the 
overall response rate was 31%. The study reported in this 
paper focuses only on the faculty perceptions, thus the 
faculty response rate of 30% (432 out of 1454) is 
relevant. The distribution by rank of the 432 faculty 
respondents was as follows, 22% (n=95) assistant 
professors, 30% (n=131) associate professors, and 45% 
(n=194) full professors. Respondent distribution by 
discipline category were education (n=96) and social 
work (n=33) comprising the soft-applied(SA) fields 
(32.7%); mechanical and industrial engineering (n=42) 
comprising the hard-applied (HA) fields (10.6%); physics 
(n=56) and chemistry (n=47) comprising the hard- pure 
(HP) fields( 26.1%); and, political science (n=56) and 
sociology (n=64) comprising the soft-pure (SP) fields 
(30.5%). The concept of the social reward was 
operationalized using social exchange theory as it is 
manifested in faculty-administrator interactions 
characterized in the literature. Twenty-five (25) survey 
items representing social rewards were developed and 
respondents assigned a level of importance to each on a 
scale of 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely important) 
for interactions with both their department chair and their 
dean or equivalent. A list of all survey items is shown in 
Table 1.  

To answer the first research question, level of 
importance percentages were computed for all social 
rewards faculty consider in their relationships with 
department chairs and with deans. The seven-point scale 
used for data collection was collapsed into three broad 
categories (not important, important and extremely 
important). To assess the underlying structure of the 
rewards principal axis factoring with oblique rotation was 
performed. All survey items were included in the factor 
analyses, that is, level of importance was disregarded, in 
consideration of potential discipline differences. To 
address the second research question disciplines were 
first re-coded into four areas (HP=1, HA=2, SP=3 and 
SA=4). An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted 
on factor scores which were generated using the 
regression method in factor analysis. SPSS’s univariate 
procedure enabled evaluation of pairwise comparisons to 
evaluate discipline differences in faculty perceptions. 
 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Research Question 1: What rewards do faculty 
perceive in their interactions with administrators? 
 
Based on the level of importance respondents afforded 
25 behaviors of department chairs and deans in their 
interactions with these administrators, and confirming the 
findings from an earlier pilot study, the 25 items appear to 
represent fairly well social rewards faculty experience in 
these  interactions.  Percentages  of  respondents  rating  

 
 
 
 
each item “not important,” “important,” or “extremely 
important” are presented in Table 1. Of the 25 survey 
items representing possible social rewards, only four 
items common to faculty interactions with department 
chairs and deans were considered by respondents to be 
not important for at least two- thirds of the respondents. 
Faculty perceived little reward in having their department 
chair or dean a) know their families (84% and 95% 
respectively), b) visit them in their office periodically (74% 
and 94%), c) give them privileged access to information 
(66% and 82%), and d) acknowledge their presence in 
social settings (49%). Two additional possible rewards in 
dean interactions had low importance ratings: a) dean 
knows you on a personal level (53%), and b) dean 
engages you in stimulating dialogue/problem solving 
(63%). Low ratings made these items questionable as 
possible rewards for faculty in their interactions with 
these administrators. 

Respondents were more consistent in the high 
importance afforded to potential rewards in the case of 
their interactions with department chairs as opposed to 
deans. For 15 of the 25 rewards associated with 
department chair interactions, respondent importance 
ratings were 90% or above. Respondents considered it 
rewarding in their interactions with department chairs 
when these administrators demonstrate respect for you 
as a colleague (98%), respect your opinion (98%), show 
appreciation for your professional abilities(97%), consider 
you trustworthy(97%), give you time and consideration 
when you need something (97%), consider you an asset 
to the unit (97%), are familiar with your resource needs 
(96%), respect the value of your time (96%), actively 
listen to your perspective in meetings (95%), seek you 
out for your opinion on matters which impact your work 
(95%), respond in a timely manner to your phone calls/e-
mails(94%), understand your scholarly interests (93%), 
share rationales for administrative decisions which do not 
go your way (92%), interact harmoniously with you 
(91%), and are willing to compromise on issues related to 
your work (90%). Additional rewards of less, but still 
considerable importance were that department chairs had 
your good will on deposit (88%), informally acknowledge 
your work as valuable (86%), hold you in high esteem 
(85%), and know you on a personal level (80%). Potential 
rewards considered important, but less so, were 
department chair acknowledging you when they see you 
(77%), engaging you in stimulating dialogue/problem 
solving (60%), and acknowledging your presence in 
social settings (51%). Interestingly, two rewards that they 
respect your opinion and seek it out in decisions related 
to your work, were similarly ranked for interactions with 
deans and with department chairs, suggesting that for 
some rewards, proximity between faculty member and 
administrator is less of a distinguishing factor. 

Fewer rewards associated with dean interactions were 
afforded high levels of importance by respondents. 
Compared  to  15  of  25  rewards  for  department  chair  
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Table 1. Social Rewards Faculty Consider in Their Relationships with Department Chairs and Deans 
 

 Department Chair Dean or Equivalent 

Think about your interactions 
with your Department Chair and 
your Dean (or equivalent) and 
rate how important it is to you 
that each of these two 
individuals:  

Not 
Important 

Important Extremely 
Important 

Not 
Important 

Important Extremely 
Important 

1. Appreciates your professional 
abilities 

3% 38% 59% 10% 54% 36% 

2. Understands your scholarly 
interests 

7% 56% 38% 29% 55% 16% 

3. Is familiar with your resource 
needs 

4% 46% 50% 14% 60% 27% 

4. Informally acknowledges your 
work as valuable 

14% 57% 29% 31% 55% 14% 

5. Knows you on a personal level 20% 53% 27% 53% 39% 8% 

6. Demonstrates respect for you 
as a colleague 

2% 41% 57% 13% 51% 36% 

7. Respects the value of your time 4% 46% 50% 13% 54% 33% 

8. Has your good will on deposit 12% 63% 26% 25% 59% 16% 

9. Gives you time and 
consideration when you need 
something 

3% 56% 41% 12% 66% 22% 

10. Considers you trustworthy 3% 40% 57% 11% 47% 42% 

11. Responds in a timely manner to 
your phone calls/e-mails 

6% 70% 24% 19% 69% 12% 

12. Acknowledges you when they 
see you 

23% 53% 24% 40% 47% 13% 

13. Considers you an asset to the 
unit  

3% 45% 52% 11% 55% 34% 

14. Knows your family 84% 14% 1% 95% 5% 0% 

15. Visits you in your office 
periodically 

74% 24% 2% 94% 6% 0% 

16. Gives you privileged access to 
information 

66% 30% 4% 82% 17% 1% 

17. Engages you in stimulating 
dialogue/problem solving 

40% 52% 8% 63% 34% 3% 

18. Actively listens to your 
perspective in meetings 

5% 62% 33% 18% 64% 18% 

19. Is willing to compromise on 
issues related to your work 

10% 65% 26% 20% 63% 18% 

20. Respects your opinion 2% 51% 47% 9% 60% 31% 

21. Seeks you out for your opinion 
on matters which impact your 
work 

5% 47% 49% 17% 56% 27% 

22. Acknowledges your presence 
in social settings 

49% 40% 10% 61% 34% 5% 

23. Holds you in high esteem 15% 60% 25% 25% 61% 15% 

24. Shares rationale for 
administrative decisions which 
do not go your way 

8% 60% 31% 21% 57% 22% 

25. Interacts harmoniously with you 9% 61% 30% 23% 61% 16% 

 

Note:  Response scale: 1=not at all important to 7=extremely important. 
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interactions, only two rewards were considered important 
or extremely important by 90% or more of respondents 
respects your opinion (91%), and appreciates your 
professional abilities (90%). Other rewards of importance 
in deans interactions were when they consider you 
trustworthy (89%), consider you an asset to the unit 
(89%), give you time and consideration when you need 
something (88%), demonstrate respect for you as a 
colleague (87%), respect the value of your time(87%), 
are familiar with your resource needs (86%), seek you 
out for your opinion on matters which impact your work 
(83%), actively listen to your perspective in meetings 
(82%), respond in a timely manner to your phone 
calls/emails (81%), are willing to compromise on issues 
related to your work (80%), share rationales for 
administrative decisions which do not go your way (79%), 
interact harmoniously with you (77%), have your good will 
on deposit (75%), hold you in high esteem (75%), and 
understand your scholarly interests (71%). Rewards of 
lesser importance were deans’ informal acknowledge-
ment of your work as valuable (69%), and deans’ 
acknowledgement of you when they see you (60%).  
Higher levels of importance afforded the social rewards 
associated with department chair interactions, as 
opposed to interactions with deans, may be related to the 
closer proximity of faculty to their department chairs (Del 
Favero and Bray, 2010), and Settoon, Bennett, and 
Liden’s (1996) notion that exchange relationships are 
more important the less hierarchical the organization. 
Faculty proximity to their department chair enables more 
frequent interactions with them thus allowing greater 
opportunity for assessing if an interaction is rewarding, 
and if so, what might make it more or less rewarding. 

To assess the underlying structure of the social 
rewards identified, principal axis factoring with oblique 
rotation was conducted on the two identical sets of 25 
reward items associated with respondent interactions 
with department chairs and deans. In both sets, three (3) 
of the 25 items identified in the initial factoring were 
removed (that is, that these administrators: know their 
families; visit them in their office periodically, and give 
them privileged access to information) due to large 
numbers of correlations below .30 (Field, 2010) for each 
item (18, 11, and 15 respectively for department chair 
items; 17, 16, and 19 for dean items). Subsequent 
analyses revealed low correlations in several non-
identical items in each set. Additional items were 
removed from each set in subsequent analyses where 
they exhibited strong cross-loadings in the factor 
matrices. These items removed in department chair list 
were: that they a) respond in a timely manner to your 
phone calls/emails, b) hold you in high esteem, and c) 
interact harmoniously with you. In the dean item list 
another four were removed as follows: that they a) have 
your good will on deposit, b)respond in a timely manner 
to your phone calls/emails, c) engage you in stimulating 
dialogue/problem solving,  and  d) interact  harmoniously  

with you. 
 A list of items included in the final factor analyses for 

each set of rewards, 19 of the 25 department chair items, 
and 18 of the 25 dean items, is shown in Table 2. 

Patterns of relationships assumptions were met for 
each analysis as indicated by an R-matrix determinant = 
.0000946 for department chair items and .0000281 for 
dean items (>.00001 per Field, 2010). Bartlett’s measure 
testing the null hypothesis that the original correlation 
matrix is an identity matrix (Field, 2010) was rejected in 
both analysis (X

2
 = 2685.548, df=171, p=.000 for 

department chair items, and, X
2
 =3345.308, df=153, 

p=.000 for dean items). Sampling adequacy was 
sufficient as indicated by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistic 
of .936 and .949 respectively, which are superb (>.90), 
according to Field. Anti-image matrices in both analyses 
reflected diagonal values all above .90 with one 
exception in each analysis (.88 and .89 respectively). The 
fit of the original data to the models produced was 
verified with 11% and 20% non-redundant residuals in 
the reproduced correlations greater than |.05| for 
department chair and dean items respectively 
substantially less than Field’s threshold of 50%. 

Factor analysis results are displayed in Table 3. Three 
factors were identified for the department chair reward 
items; that department chair values and appreciates my 
contribution (F1), that department chair demonstrates 
social acknowledgement/acceptance of me (F2), and that 
department chair values and appreciates my role in 
decision-making (F3). Initial eigen values were 8.291, 
1.535. and 1.082, explaining 57.4% of total variance, 
while the extracted factors explain 49.7% of total 
variance. The scree plot was ambiguous suggesting 
either two or three factors, and three were chosen on 
theoretical grounds based on a possible typology of 
rewards suggested by Blau (1974). A correlation of r 
=.264 between F1 and F2 suggests only a slight 
relationship between the value respondents place on 
department chair appreciation of their contributions and 
their social acknowledgement/acceptance. This reflects a 
differential value placed on social acknowledgement/ 
acceptance as a reward, and based on the lower 
importance levels for F2 component items shown in 
Table 1, one can conclude that this is a less important 
reward and thus one which deserves only secondary 
attention in relationship-building efforts. F1 and F3 
correlate negatively (r = -.749) reflecting the negative 
loadings associated with F3. High correlations might be 
expected between these two factors given the exploratory 
nature of this research and the lack of understanding of 
the relationship between faculty and administrators at the 
level of their interaction (Del Favero and Bray, 2010) or 
the human dynamic (Kezar and Eckel, 2004; Tierney, 
1998). Further, these two factors converged in the dean 
reward items set, as we shall see next, suggesting the  
difficulty of differentiating these two types of rewards in 
practice.  
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Factor Analyzed Items 
 

Department Chair Items (n=298) Mean Sd 

1. Appreciates your professional abilities 6.14 1.298 

2. Understands your scholarly interests 5.51 1.491 

3. Is familiar with your resource needs 5.87 1.425 

4. Informally acknowledges your work as valuable 5.07 1.729 

5. Knows you on a personal level 4.81 1.830 

6. Demonstrates respect for you as a colleague 6.08 1.300 

7. Respects the value of your time 5.87 1.381 

8. Has your good will on deposit 4.95 1.597 

9. Gives you time and consideration when you need something 5.68 1.352 

10. Considers you trustworthy 6.07 1.294 

12. Acknowledges you when they see you 4.67 1.723 

13. Considers you an asset to the unit  5.95 1.331 

17. Engages you in stimulating dialogue/problem solving 3.81 1.729 

18. Actively listens to your perspective in meetings 5.44 1.373 

19. Is willing to compromise on issues related to your work 5.03 1.569 

20. Respects your opinion 5.83 1.349 

21. Seeks you out for your opinion on matters which impact your work 5.86 1.429 

22. Acknowledges your presence in social settings 3.49 1.851 

24. Shares rationale for administrative decisions which do not go your way 5.29 1.558 

   

Dean Items (n=327) Mean Sd 

1. Appreciates your professional abilities 5.27 1.722 

2. Understands your scholarly interests 4.24 1.702 

3. Is familiar with your resource needs 5.04 1.689 

4. Informally acknowledges your work as valuable 4.18 1.763 

5. Knows you on a personal level 3.46 1.773 

6. Demonstrates respect for you as a colleague 5.18 1.782 

7. Respects the value of your time 5.16 1.690 

9. Gives you time and consideration when you need something 4.91 1.597 

10. Considers you trustworthy 5.44 1.715 

12. Acknowledges you when they see you 3.91 1.882 

13. Considers you an asset to the unit  5.27 1.660 

18. Actively listens to your perspective in meetings 4.65 1.662 

19. Is willing to compromise on issues related to your work 4.47 1.696 

20. Respects your opinion 5.19 1.619 

21. Seeks you out for your opinion on matters which impact your work 4.89 1.729 

22. Acknowledges your presence in social settings 2.98 1.699 

23. Holds you in high esteem 4.44 1.695 

24. Shares rationale for administrative decisions which do not go your way 4.62 1.772 
 

Note:  Item numbers correspond to the original full list of items before removal from analysis 

 
 

Consistent with the variation demonstrated in levels of 
importance afforded to rewards from deans demonstrated 
earlier, only two factors were identified for the dean 
reward items - - that the dean values and appreciates my 
contributions and my role in decision-making (F1), and 
demonstrates social acknowledgement/acceptance of me 
(F2). Initial eigen values were 8.996 and 1.276, and 
explained 57.1% of total variance, while the extracted 
factors explain 52.1% of total variance. When compared 

to the department chair rewards where one additional 
identifiable factor was extracted, the factors derived from 
the dean items suggest that faculty discriminate less in 
their perceptions of rewards associated with their 
interactions with deans than in their interactions with 
department chairs. In fact, F1 and F3 for department 
chair items converged into a single factor F1 for the dean 
items, suggesting the similarity in perception of these two 
possible types of rewards. 
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Table 3. Summary of Factor Analysis Results for Faculty Social Rewards. 
 

 Rotated Factor Loadings 

Department Chair Items (n=298) F1 F2 F3 

1. Appreciates your professional abilities .717   

2. Understands your scholarly interests .594   

3. Is familiar with your resource needs .552   

4. Informally acknowledges your work as valuable .577   

5. Knows you on a personal level .420   

6. Demonstrates respect for you as a colleague .671   

7. Respects the value of your time .656   

8. Has your good will on deposit  .650   

9. Gives you time and consideration when you need something .644   

10. Considers you trustworthy .561   

12. Acknowledges you when they see you  .563  

13. Considers you an asset to the unit .602   

17. Engages you in stimulating dialogue/problem solving   -.66 

18. Actively listens to your perspective in meetings   -.715 

19. Is willing to compromise on issues related to your work   -.664 

20. Respects your opinion   -.571 

21. Seeks you out for your opinion on matters which impact your  work   -.760 

22. Acknowledges your presence in social settings  .691  

24. Shares rationale for administrative decisions which do not go your way   -.603 

    

Initial Eigenvalues 8.291 1.535 1.082 

% of variance 43.63 8.08 5.69 

α .891 .771 .849 

    

Deans Items (n=327)    

1. Appreciates your professional abilities .743   

2. Understands your scholarly interests .564   

3. Is familiar with your resource needs .741   

4. Informally acknowledges your work as valuable .495   

5. Knows you on a personal level  .489  

6. Demonstrates respect for you as a colleague .621   

7. Respects the value of your time .712   

9. Gives you time and consideration when you need something .647   

10. Considers you trustworthy .643   

12. Acknowledges you when they see you  .763  

13. Considers you an asset to the unit .638   

18.   Actively listens to your perspective in meetings .714   

19.   Is willing to compromise on issues related to your work .700   

20.   Respects your opinion .805   

21.   Seeks you out for your opinion on matters which impact your  work .720   

22.   Acknowledges your presence in social settings  .858  

23.   Holds you in high esteem  .468  

24.   Shares rationale for administrative decisions which do not go  

your way 

.707   

    

Initial Eigenvalues 8.996 1.276  

% of variance 49.98 7.09  

Α 9.33 8.32  
 

Note:  Table reflects principal axis factoring pattern matrix loadings; loadings<.40 are suppressed. 
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These findings indicate that in general, faculty perceive 
there are rewards associated with their interactions with 
these two administrators, although the importance 
afforded the rewards differs by level of administrator. The 
differing responses associated with interactions with 
department chairs and deans confirmed by the differing 
factor structure may reflect the closer proximity of faculty 
to their department chairs and thus greater discrimination 
in terms of the types and value of the rewards associated 
with their interactions. Typically, faculty engage more 
frequently with their department chairs than with their 
deans, and we will see later that these differences vary 
by discipline, possibly an artifact of the intensity of the 
external role of deans that is, fundraising. Deans in pure 
fields with liberal arts leanings are likely more reliant on 
support from the state and might therefore be less 
occupied with garnering revenues for program support. 
This places them in closer proximity to local concerns 
and issues, whereas deans in applied field colleges with 
greater pressures to raise revenues to support and 
sustain emerging programs, e.g. management and 
engineering, may be less often present in and around the 
college for engagement with faculty. From the standpoint 
of social exchange theory, it might also be the case that 
by demonstrating lack of discrimination in reward types, 
respondents are expressing less interest in associated 
rewards, thus less interest in associating with deans. If 
this is true, then we might conclude that research which 
shows a lack of faculty interest in participating in shared 
governance should pay attention to how this interest 
might be influenced by the level of administrator with 
which one expects to interact. Such a lack of interest is 
certainly consistent with the declining faculty role in 
academic governance (Schuster and Finklestein, 2006). 
The literature’s characterization of the problems 
associated with the faculty-administrator relationship (Del 
Favero and Bray, 2006, 2010) may also act as a powerful 
deterrent to faculty in taking on opportunities to interact 
routinely with administrators. It may come as no surprise 
then that many faculty have questionable concern with 
rewards that might accrue from routine association with 
administrators. 
 
 
Research question 2: Do faculty perceptions of social 
rewards vary by disciplinary field? 
 
Factor scores were produced in the previously described 
principle axis factoring procedure and these scores were 
use to examine disciplinary differences in perceptions of 
social rewards. A one-way analysis of variance was used 
to test the difference of responses on each factor for 
department chair items (F1, F2, and F3) and for dean 
items (F1 and F2) by respondent’s academic discipline 
(that is, HP=hard-pure; HA=hard-applied; SP=soft-pure; 
SA=soft-applied). ANOVA results are presented in Table 
4.  

For department chair reward factors, significant 
differences were found in the importance afforded to 
social acknowledgement/acceptance (F2) (F=3.455; 
df=3,270; p=.017) and in the importance afforded to the 
department chair valuing and appreciating my role in 
decision making (F3) (F=2.800; df=3,270; p=.040). Group 
differences in values and appreciates my contributions 
(F1) were not significant (F=1.191, p=.314). Pairwise 
comparisons indicated that significant differences for F2 
were between the HP and SA groups (Mean diff = -.419, 
p=.002) and the SP and SA groups (Mean diff = -.255, 
p=.048). Pairwise comparisons indicated the significant 
differences for F3 were between the HP and SP groups 
(Mean diff = .289, p=.054) and the HP and SA groups 
(Mean diff = .379, p=.011). Respondents in the SA group 
were considerably more sensitive than those in the HP 
and SP groups to rewards having to do with social 
acceptance and acknowledgement. This may be 
associated with the subjective nature of their knowledge, 
combined with the greater reliance of those in applied 
fields to the social context of their work (Becher, 1981; 
Del Favero, 2005). Under such subjective conditions, 
truth discovery requires consultation and exploration of 
ideas with others, necessitating to some degree the 
development and recognition of social interactions 
beyond one’s immediate workspace. Those in pure fields 
are more concerned with the theoretical, as opposed to 
the societal impacts of their work making less critical a 
need for cultivation of social connections in their 
scholarship. As shown in Table 4, effective sizes for the 
discipline differences demonstrated in F2 and F3, are 
small (ŋ

2
p=.037 and .030 respectively). This is not 

unexpected as the multivariate nature of organizational 
behavior is well documented, and large effects are not to 
be expected. It is valuable though to understand, that to 
the extent academic discipline makes a difference in the 
faculty-administrator relationship, and thus ultimately in 
governance and its effectiveness, it deserves our 
attention both in practice and in research. 

For dean reward factors, significant discipline 
differences were found in both factors ; values and 
appreciates my contributions and role in decision-making 
(F1) (F=3.389; df=3,298; p=.018; ŋ

2
p=.033), and in social 

acknowledgement/acceptance (F2) (F=7.327; df=3,298; 
p=.000; ŋ

2
p=.069). Pairwise comparisons indicated 

significant differences in F1 were found between HP and 
SA (Mean diff = -.423, p=.004), HA and SA (Mean diff = -
.398, p=.039), and SP and SA (Mean diff = -.280, 
p=.042). Respondents in SA disciplines consequently 
scored significantly higher than those from all other 
discipline groups in terms of their perception of the 
importance afforded to their dean valuing and 
appreciating their contributions and role in decision-
making. Pairwise comparisons for F2 showed significant 
differences between HP and SA groups (Mean diff = -
.604, p=.000), and SP and SA groups (Mean diff = -.436, 
p=.001).   For   both   factors   the   higher   scores   of  
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Table 4. ANOVA Results For Factor Comparison by Discipline. 
 

 ANOVA Pairwise Comparisons
a 

sig. 

Department Chair Items  
Factors 

    HP HA SP SA Partial eta 
squared 

 df F Sig.  N=73 N=33 N=82 N=86 

F1 Values and appreciates my 
contribution 

3,270 1.191 .314 HP  .835 .129 .120 .013 

    HA   .330 .318 

    SP    .981 

          

F2 Social 
acknowledgement/acceptance 

3,270 3.455 .017 HP  .331 .222 .002 .037 

    HA   .971 .145 

    SP    .048 

          

F3 Values and appreciates my 
role in decision-making 

3,270 2.8 .040 HP  .883 .054 .011 .030 

    HA   .175 .067 

    SP    .533 

          

          

     HP HA SP SA Partial eta 
squared Dean Items Factors     N=73 N=33 N=93 N=103 

F1 Values and appreciates my 
contributions and role in decision-
making 

3,298 3.389 .018 HP  .902 .339 .004 .033 

    HA   .542 .039 

    SP    .042 

          

F2 Social 
acknowledgement/acceptance 

3,298 7.327 .000 HP  .151 .232 .000 .069 

    HA   .572 .064 

    SP    .001 
 

Note:  HP=Hard-pure; HA=Hard-applied; SP=Soft-pure; SA=Soft-applied 
Bolded p values are statistically significant 
a 
Based on estimated marginal means; adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least significant difference. 

 
 
 
respondents in SA disciplines suggest at least a couple of 
possibilities; more interactions with deans leading them to 
have a reason to identify, if not more highly value, the 
rewards which come from those interactions; and, greater 
sensitivity to the notion that such rewards may be 
important. Such dispositions are consistent with the 
individual and subjective nature of the work of soft 
disciplines, and the need for those in applied fields to be 
concerned with the social relevance of their work 
(Becher, 1981; Becher and Trowler, 2001). Such an 
orientation to the wider context is also marked by the 
need to communicate externally to be productive, and 
given the institutional bureaucracy these types of 
communications may more often involve the dean than 
the work of those in pure disciplines where the external 

world is often ambivalent about the social relevance of 
their work. The comparatively lower scores on both 
factors for those in the HP group might be related 
somewhat to their tough-mindedness in matters of 
leadership (Becher) and the nature of their team 
communication patterns which are primarily in the context 
of the laboratory and go at a rapid pace. These faculties 
are gregarious and task-oriented, and it is not unreason-
able to assume that whatever interactions they may have 
with their dean are task-related and seek a specified 
outcome, so they are less likely to engage in the kinds of 
informal interactions described here, particularly those in 
F2 relating to social acceptance. 

In summary, findings suggest that the academic 
training, that is, disciplinary affiliation, of faculty plays a  



 
 
 
 
role in their perceptions of rewards which accrue in their 
relationships with department chairs and deans. Such a 
finding is consistent with the disciplinary differences 
literature which suggests the profound and extensive 
nature of these differences (Braxton and Hargens, 1996). 
Findings here further confirm other empirical work which 
has demonstrated the existence of discipline differences 
in organizational and administrative work (Beyer and 
Lodahl, 1976; Bresser, 1984; Coltrin and Glueck, 1977; 
Del Favero, 2001, 2005, 2006; Lodahl and Gordon, 1972; 
Pfeffer and Moore, 1980; Smart and Elton, 1975; 
Stoecker, 1993).  
 
 
Study limitations 
 
Because of the purposive sampling method used, 
findings cannot be generalized to all flagships, or 
research focused institutions. In addition, while the study 
is intended to illuminate the concept of the social reward 
as it applies to faculty-administrator interactions, the 
concept of administrator was defined in this study as 
department chairs and deans. Recognizing that 
administrators encompass a wide variety of managerial 
professionals, not all of whom are trained academicians. 
Our findings cannot be extended to the full range of 
faculty-administrator relationships. This applies as well 
for the purposive inclusion of faculty from a limited 
number of disciplines such as mechanical and industrial 
engineering, education, social work, political science, 
sociology, physics and chemistry. Findings therefore 
based on Biglan’s hard-soft and pure-applied dimensions 
must be interpreted with caution as these categories 
were not inclusive of all disciplines. Similarly, it must be 
noted that disciplinary groups represent a general set of 
characteristics attributed to that group and cannot be 
assumed to characterize all faculty associated with the 
group. Finally, while not unusual in studies in the field of 
education (Field, 2010), the small effect sizes associated 
with the discipline differences analyses must be taken 
into consideration in applying study findings. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Research Question 1: What rewards do faculty 
perceive in their interactions with administrators? 
 
Findings indicate, as theory would suggest, that faculty 
perceive there to be some social rewards associated with 
their interactions with their department chairs and deans. 
Social reward items clustered into three categories for 
department chair interactions - - that they a) value and 
appreciate my contributions, b) acknowledge and accept 
me socially, and c) value and appreciate my role in 
decision-making. For dean interactions, items loaded on 
two   factors   with   one   factor   combining   value   and  
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appreciate my contributions and value and appreciate my 
role in decision-making (values and appreciates my 
contributions and my role in decision-making), and the 
second factor social acknowledgement/acceptance. The 
differentiation in reward structure for interactions with the 
two administrators suggests that the assumed greater 
frequency of faculty interactions with department chairs 
allows faculty more opportunity to experience benefits 
from the exchange, discriminate among them, and 
subsequently use them as a medium (Lavalle, 1994) in 
further exchanges.  

While social rewards were defined similarly for 
interactions with department chairs and deans, the 
importance attached to the rewards varies. Rewards in 
the category values and appreciates my contributions 
were perceived as more important overall for both 
administrators, however greater importance was attached 
to the component rewards in respondent interactions with 
department chairs than with deans. Proximity to an 
administrator thus bears some consideration when 
assessing possible faculty social rewards in their 
interactions with administrator. Administrators’ periodic 
visits to their offices and administrators’ knowledge of 
their families were not considered rewarding in general to 
respondents. Low importance ratings on these items 
leads us to the conclusion that a) faculty separate their 
personal from their professional lives insofar as 
incentives for building professional relationships, and b) 
being sought out or visited in one’s office by 
administrators is not necessarily rewarding to faculty. 
Thus we conclude that the proximity and frequency of 
interactions impact the value faculty place on social 
rewards. 
 
 
Research Question 2: Do faculty perceptions of 
social rewards vary by disciplinary field? 
 
Faculty in soft-applied fields place a higher level of 
importance than those in soft-pure and hard-pure fields 
on social acknowledgement/acceptance of both their 
department chair and dean. It is suggested that the 
combination of concern for the wider relevance of their 
work and their acceptance of the equivocal nature of 
knowledge creates in faculty from soft-applied fields a 
greater appreciation for the value of relationships to their 
work, thus their motivation for successful interactions 
may be greater. 

Findings suggest that faculty in hard-pure disciplines 
have greater appreciation for their department chair 
valuing and appreciating their role in decision-making 
than do faculty in either the soft-pure or soft-applied 
categories. This is consistent with the task-oriented 
nature of their community life, rapid pace of 
communication and strong demand for progress and its 
reporting (Becher, 1989). Time would appear to be of the 
essence  in  their  scholarly  work, and when they allocate  
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time to institutional decision-making they may expect that 
it have observable outcomes, i.e. progress, and be 
valued so as to ensure their effort was not wasted. In 
their interactions with department chairs then, it becomes 
important that their expenditure of effort as worthwhile is 
legitimized through their department chair’s expression of 
appreciation. Thus they feel rewarded when such 
expression occurs. 

The importance placed on deans’ valuing and 
appreciating one’s contributions and role in decision-
making also differed by discipline. Faculty in soft-applied 
fields placed significantly greater value on this category 
of rewards than faculty from all other discipline groups, 
suggesting again the impact of the nature of their 
knowledge base, that is, equivocal, utilitarian, and 
concerned with the enhancement of practice. While their 
soft-pure colleagues may have similar orientations toward 
knowledge, that is, low consensus, their lack of concern 
for its utilitarian relevance and their solitary social 
patterns (Becher, 1989,1994; Becher and Trowler, 2001), 
may render them less motivated to consider and reflect 
on the benefits of associating with their dean, or more 
specifically as shown in this study, to appreciate the 
social rewards attached to these interactions. Used to 
comparatively less autonomy due to the wider context for 
their work and its concern with application (Becher, 
1989), it may be the case that faculty in soft-applied fields 
are generally more sensitive to the importance and 
usefulness of their contributions at the college and 
institutional levels, participation which requires 
collaboration and collective action. Also consistent with 
Becher’s distinction between the disciplines, faculty in the 
soft-applied category are unique in their possession of a 
power orientation to community life which requires that 
they consider strategies for interacting with others 
particularly when resources are at stake. Given the 
relatively greater importance faculty in soft-applied fields 
place on such collective activity it is not surprising that 
they appreciate knowing that such work is valued. 
 
 
Implications and Future Research 
 
There are important practical implications associated with 
the fact that social rewards perceived by faculty in their 
interactions with administrators can be identified. While 
the burden of developing the faculty-administrator 
relationship is by no means one-sided, findings from this 
study provide suggestions for department chairs and 
deans regarding what are valued by faculty in their 
interactions with them. Department chair and dean 
attention to the kinds of behaviors consistent with these 
rewards, that is, behaviors which will motivate faculty to 
engage in continued and sustained interactions with them 
is a critical first step in increasing the participation of 
faculty in institutional decision-making. The influence of 
discipline on potential interactions between faculty and  

 
 
 
 
administrators has particular relevance for deans of 
colleges housing a variety of disciplinary programs, e.g. 
arts and sciences. Deans in these colleges may possibly 
experience greater success in their dealings with faculty if 
they understand what these differences mean for not only 
getting the attention of faculty in matters of administrative 
importance, but more importantly in building and 
sustaining relationships with faculty as co-decision-
makers. At the institutional level, an understanding of the 
discipline differences identified here offer an important 
stimulus to executive administrators interested in 
improving faculty participation in governance and/or the 
relationships so vital to its success for developing 
institutional strategies for initiating such improvement. It 
may be important for administrators to give attention to 
ways that disciplinary differences can be considered to 
harness the energies of faculty interested in building the 
kinds of relationships so critical to effective governance. 

It has been suggested that it is the responsibility of 
administrators to engage faculty in decision-making 
processes (Del Favero and Bray, 2010) given the faculty 
role demands their primary attention be directed to their 
scholarship. These findings provide specific suggestions 
for deans and department chairs as to exchangeable 
rewards that will be useful to faculty in facilitating and 
developing the social exchange relationship. While we 
continue to believe that administrators, given their 
collective orientation to institutional concerns, must take 
primary responsibility for advancing the shared decision-
making function, our findings should also raise the 
awareness of faculty members regarding expectations of 
administrators in developing mutually rewarding 
exchanges. Further study is needed to better understand 
the mutuality of the faculty-administrator exchange, that 
is, what rewards motivate administrators to engage in this 
relationship. With this knowledge, governance systems 
and mechanisms for faculty socialization to their role in 
shared governance can be reconsidered to ensure that 
the investment of the faculty collective in institutional 
decision-making becomes more highly valued for both 
faculty and administrators. 

This study’s contribution to the literature on faculty-
administrator relationships has been the identification of 
rewards that can be used as a medium of exchange for 
their engagement with administrators. Defining these 
rewards is a first step in conducting more in-depth studies 
designed to shed light on how faculty engagement with 
administrators in matters of shared governance can be 
enhanced. As social exchange theory suggests, knowing 
what is valued by others, and acting on that knowledge 
can only stimulate mutually beneficial exchanges thereby 
improving overall relations, and ultimately improved 
institutional performance. 

Theory-building around variation in academic 
disciplines has been furthered by these findings by 
demonstrating that at least a few of the identified 
rewards,   or   what   faculty   consider   valuable  in  their  



 
 
 
 
interactions and relationships with department chairs and 
deans, are not consistent across discipline groups. This 
finding that disciplinary cultures do influence the value 
faculty perceive in their interactions with administrators 
suggests that participation in shared governance 
activities is differentially motivated in relation to the social 
rewards identified here. 

While the findings here are certainly useful in 
supporting the importance of giving consideration to what 
might build productive and cooperative faculty-
administrator relationships, we believe far more work is 
needed to provide a solid base of understanding from 
which administrators can begin to think about how the 
shared governance process might be improved. First of 
all, a similar study should be conducted to ascertain the 
perspective of administrators regarding rewards they 
deem valuable in their social exchanges with faculty. It is 
our belief that the most effective administrators have 
either through serious reflection, study, or years of 
experience cultivated a solid understanding and 
appreciation for the academic culture, its centrality to 
institutional performance, and faculty work. Absent such 
understanding, particularly in the case of professional 
administrators who do not have the benefit of academic 
training, the inclination is to view all decision-making 
through a bureaucratic lens where standardization and 
the concerns of the collective are foremost. 
Administrators’ perceptions are important if bridges of 
trust and cooperation are to be built and common ground 
identified on matters relating to the health and well-being 
of the institution and all its stakeholders. Secondly, 
qualitative studies examining faculty predispositions, 
motivations, and frustration with respect to their 
interactions with administrators should be extensively 
undertaken, to illuminate the lived experiences of faculty 
in their engagements with administrators. From a policy 
standpoint, such studies can inform institutional and 
system boards of ways in which they too can facilitate 
this critical relationship between faculty and 
administrators who no doubt influence the performance of 
our institutions more than any other stakeholders.  
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